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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)K This action is non-final. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office action is in response to the communication received June 13, 2006. Claims 1, 
6-8, 10-12, 17-19, 21, 26-28, and 30-31 are still pending in the application. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 6-8, 11-12, 17-19, 21, 26-28, and 30-31 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 6-8, 11-12, 17-19, 21, 26-28, 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lidow (U.S. Patent No. 7,003,474) in view of Proquest (Logility Announces 
Voyager XPS; Internet-based Application Assists Companies with Collaborative Planning, 
Forecasting and Replenishment (CPFR) Process). 

As per claims 1 and 30, Lidow discloses a supply chain network. In so doing, Lidow 
discloses automatically generate a plan according to the planning data, at least two of the entities 
not directly communicating planning data to one another (i.e., planners for generating plans 
based on demand requirements)(col. 8, lines 1 1-27; col. 14, lines 5-31), a manager application 
operable to receive the plan and automatically identify one or more exceptions in the plan, 
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communicate planning data relating to the exceptions to one or more of the entities (col. 7, lines 
60 through col. 8 line5), receive instructions from one or more of the entities regarding how the 
exceptions are to resolved, and automatically modify the planning data in response to the 
instructions (col. 15, lines 46-65 and col. 22, lines 25-36). Lidow teaches all of the limitations 
above; however, Lidow fails to explicitly disclose a planning application operable to receive 
planning data from plurality of entities included in a value chain. Proquest in the same field of 
endeavor, however, teaches a planning application for receiving planning data (demand data) 
from enterprises/customers, and instruction to communicate the planning data. Note pages 1-4 
of Proquest It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
disclosures of Lidow to incorporate the disclosures of Proquest with the motivation to provide 
better experience for customers and optimize enterprise operations. 

As per claim 6, Lidow further discloses a supply planning engine, the plurality of entities 
comprise enterprises, and the plan comprises a supply chain plan for at least a portion of a supply 
chain including the enterprises (i.e. a supply chain planners)(col. 14, lines 5-1 1). 

As per claim 7, Lidow further discloses wherein at least one of the exceptions comprises 
an excess or lack of supply of an item (col. 11, line 22). 

As per claim 8, Lidow further discloses wherein the planning data comprises data 
selected from the group consisting of demand data, supply data, inventory data, and capacity data 
(See abstract). 

As per claim 11, Lidow further discloses wherein the marketplace comprises a web server 
operable to communicate the planning data relating to the exceptions to one or more entities in 
the value chain (col. 27, lines 38-50). 
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Claim 12 is a method claim corresponding to system claim 1 and is rejected under 35 
U.S.C 103 for the same reason set forth in claim 1. 

Claims 17-19 are method claims corresponding to system claims 6-8 and are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C 103 for the same reason set forth in claims 6-8. 

Claim 21 is a software, the software embodied in a computer-readable medium 
corresponding to system claim 1 and is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103 for the same reason set forth 
in claim 1. 

Claims 26-28 are a software, the software embodied in a computer-readable medium 
corresponding to system claims 6-8 and are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103 for the same reason set 
forth in claims 6-8. 

5. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lidow (U.S. 
Patent No. 7,003,474) in view of Proquest as applied to claim 1 above. 

6. As per claim 10, Lidow fails to explicitly disclose an electronic marketplace that supports 
the planning application and the manager application. However, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to have modified the disclosures of Lidow to incorporate an 
electronic marketplace as a hub between the entities with the motivation to allow the entities to 
send and receive messages. 

7. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lidow (U.S. 
Patent No. 7,003,474) in view of Proquest (Logility Announces Voyager XPS; Internet-based 
Application Assists Companies with Collaborative Planning, Forecasting and Replenishment 
(CPFR) Process) and further in view of Notani et al "Notani" (U.S. Patent No. 6,567,783). 
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Claim 31 recites all of the limitations of rejected claim 1 above; therefore, claim 31 is 
rejected under the same rationale relied upon of claim 1 above. In addition, Lidow discloses 
automatically communicate a notification regarding the existence of an exception to one or more 
of the entities (col. 8, lines 1 1-27; col. 12, lines 52-59), receive a request for information about 
the exception from one or more of the entities in response to the notification, automatically 
communicate planning data relating to the exception to one or more of the entities in response to 
receiving the request, receive instructions from one or more of the entities regarding how the 
exceptions are to resolved (col. 15, lines 1 1-45), automatically modify the planning data in 
response to the instructions (i.e. adjusting the demand information) (col. 14, lines 5-31). 

Lidow does not explicit disclose the concept of controlling access to the planning 
information based on a permissibility framework. Notani in the same field of endeavor, 
discloses the concept of controlling access in a value supply chain environment on a 
permissibility framework. Note col. 11, lines 1 1-48 of Notani. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have modified the disclosures of Lidow to 
include the controlling access of information based on permissibility framework in the same 
conventional manner as disclosed by Notani in order to protect the validity of the planning 
information. 

Remarks 

8. Applicant asserted that Lidow does not teach the claimed invention. Applicant further 
supported his assertion by arguing that Lidow does not teach a planning application operable to 
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receive planning data from a plurality of entities in value chain. In response, the examiner 
disagrees and applicant is directed to the rejection of in paragraph 4 above. 

Applicant further argued that Lidow does not teach an electronic marketplace that 
supports the planning application and the manager application. In response, the examiner 
respectfully disagrees because Notani clearly teaches the concept of an electronic marketplace in 
a supply chain system that provides support to enterprises. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the disclosures of Lidow, and Proquest 
to incorporate the teachings of Notani so that messages can be communicated to the 
parties/enterprises. 

In response to applicant's argument that the Office action has not shown the required 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation in these references or in knowledge generally available to 
those of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to 
produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In refine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and/« 
re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, incorporating an 
electronic marketplace that supports the planning application and the manager application would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art with the motivation to allow the sending 
and receiving of messages between the enterprises. 
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Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

The references below read on applicant's claimed limitations: 

a. Dialog (Logility Integrates With PeopleSoft To Win Smead Logility Planing And 
Forecasting Solutions To Complement PeopleSoft Enterprise Applications For Office Filing 
Systems Manufacturer). 

b. Walters et al (V alue and information - concept and issues for management). 

c. Lapide (Supply Chain Planning Optimization: Just the Facts) 

d. Dialog (Badcock Furnishes the Future With Logility). 

e. Industry Directions (The Next Wave of Supply Chain Advantage: Collaborative 
Planning, Forecasting and Replenishment). 

f. Trombly (Value-Chain Management). 

g. Dialog (Steel Lima Goes Live With J.D. Edwards B2B Supply Chain 
Collaboration in Under Eight Weeks), discloses a supply chain system for enabling real-time 
transfer of demand and supply information allowing value chain exceptions to be resolved 
quickly and accurately. 

h. Electronic Commerce (E-Commerce and the value chain). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Romain Jeanty whose telephone number is (571) 272-6732. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 7:30AM - 6:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq R. Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
September 5, 2006 
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